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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


The national historic preservation program is often referred to as a partnership between the Federal 


government, State governments, local governments, and the private sector, Local governments participate 
in the partnership in a formal way through the Certified Local Government which came into being 
a6 a result of the 1980 amendments to the National Historic Preservation Act Federal ions for 


the Certified Local Government Program were published in 1984 and State procedures adopted the following 
year, almost 600 local governments have been certified in all fifty States in the interest of developing 
national perspective on how the CLG Program functions across the country in the five years since 
inception, the National Park Service (NPS) undertook a nationwide assessment of the CLG Program in | 
This report is one product of that undertaking 


Ss 


NPS, in cooperation with its State and local partners, developed two questionnaires--one for State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) CLG Coordinators (the SHPO staff liaison to CLGs) and one for Certified Local 
Governments. The questionnaires were designed to collect both basic data about local 
ee ee he eee 465 

Gs which received the questionnaire and 40 of the 50 States with CLG programs responded to the survey 
This report summarizes the basic information gathered from the survey responses, it sheds light on 
questions such as who CLGs are and what characteristics they share why ats he 1 

respondents 


° Certified Local Governments are predominantly small towns (population 10.000 or less) or small 
cities (population between 10,000 and 50.000) Almost two-thirds (62 percent) of the respondents 
fall into either of these categories 


Slightly more than half of the respondent CLGs (51 percent) established an official governmental role 
in local preservation at least 4 years before receiving CLG status 


More than three-quarters of CLGs have local regulations that include establishment of a local 
landmarks register, designation of individual landmarks, and designation of historic districts 


Just less than three-quarters of the respondent CLGs (73 percent) authorize architectural design 
review in historic districts. 


Less than a third of CLGs (28 percent) have preservation regulations which allow historic 
preservation commissions to prohibit the demolition of historic properties. 61 percent have 
ordinances which permit demolitions to be delayed 


Eighty-five percent of CLGs offer “protection” under local laws to a least one property in the 
community. (For the sake of simplicity, the survey did not define protection ) 


° Almost two-thirds of CLGs (65 percent) have historic preservation plans and link preservation 
concerns with their comprehensive plans and zoning ordinances (65 and 71 percent. respectively) 


The size of CLG commission membership ranges from 6 to 10. on average. depending on the 
community's population.-the more populous the community the larger the commission membership 


Professionals from the fields of historic architecture, architectural history, and archeology are 
represented on fewer than a third of CLG commissions (30, 29. 16 percent, respectively) 


More than two-thirds of CLG commissions (69 percent) have at least one architect and 61 percent 
have at least one historian as a member 


More than two-thirds (72 percent) of CLGs have paid non-clerical staff, most of whom work in the 


community's planning department or community development agency and are assigned to work with 
the CLG commission on a part-time basis 


In more than three-quarters (77 percent) of the CLG communities, there is at least one private 
preservation group 


More than two-thirds of CLG commissions report having “active working relationships” with the 
er eo ee ee owe 


More than two thirc's (67 percent) of the responding CLGs cite the availability of CLG subgrant funds 
as an incentive for joining the CLG program. the next most frequently mentioned reason for 
becoming a CLG (to form a link with the SHPO and and become part of the CLG network) is cited 


by 14 percent of the repondents 


More than two-thirds ot the responding CLGs (69 percent) apply for CLG subgrant funds from the 
SHPO every year 


On average, CLGs have received three CLG subgrants since joining the CLG Program, less than one 
for every year they have participated in the Program. 


States and the CLG Program 


Most SHPO CLG Coordinators (70 percent) have been in their job for 2 or more years 


Twenty-eight percent of SHPO CLG Coordinator's spend 20 percent or less of their time on the CLG 
Program, a quarter devote between 80 and 100 percent of their time to CLGs 


Typically, two other SHPO staff members (usually grants managers, or staff involved in the National 
Register, Survey. or Planning program areas) participate in the administration of the CLG Program. 


One-third of the States fund all of their CLGs every fiscal year, in this group are both States with 
small numbers of CLGs and those with relatively large numbers of CLGs. 


CLG subgrant awards from the Historic Preservation Fund (HPF) range widely from $500 to $60,000. 


Survey & Inventory, Public Education, and National Register Nominations are the most frequent 
types of CLG subgrant projects 


Government (CLG) Program came into being as a result of the 1980 amendments to the 
Preservation Act which required State Historic Preservation Officers to develop a 
mechanism for the certification of local governments in their State The CLG Program's purpose was to 
expand the existing Federal-State preservation partnership to include local governments and local citizens 

to local governments a formal role in the national historic preservation 
program, and, in particular, the Register nomination process. As originally envisioned, the Program 


the State Historic Preservation Office The 1980 amendments to the National Historic Preservation Act 
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1985. State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPOs) began certifying local governments in 1985. 


In establishing the Certified Local Government Program the National Historic Preservation Act mandates 

State preservation programs to require local governments to satisfy five minimum conditions in order to 

quality for certification. A certified local government has to. 1) enforce appropriate State or local 

for the designation and protection of historic properties, 2) establish an adequate and qualified historic 
review commission by State or local legislation, 3) maintain a system for the survey and 


Within these broad parameters, the Act and its implementing regulations give the States the responsibility 
for adopting more specific requirements for |»cal government certification in their State if they so chose. 


legislation for the designation and protecticn of historic properties. Under this provision, some States require 
their CLGs to adopt local landmark ordinances to regulate alterations to historic properties and prohibit or 
delay their demolition. Other States do not require this type of ordinance Similarly, States have the option 
of specifying the disciplines that must be represented on the local historic preservation review commission 
as long as the State's requirements for CLG commissions are not more stringent than those required for 
the State Review Board (which reviews the State's nominations to the National Register). 


Purpose of the Assessment 


Since the CLG Program became operational in 1985, almost 600 local governments have been certified in 
all 50 States. While State Historic Preservation Offices are knowledgeable about their own Certified Locai 
Governments, information about CLGs on a national basis is limited The lack of information has frustrated 
attempts to understand and describe the CLG Program from a nationwide perspective, except in the most 


general terms. 


The absence of national quantitative information and the realization that the Program had developed beyond 
its infancy called attention to the need for an assessment or review of the Program by the National Park 
Service. An assessment would provide not only basic information about CLGs but also would attempt to 
gather data on particular policy issues which might require review and policy revision. This report presents 
the basic information that was gathered as part of the assessment A subsequent report summarizing the 
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Survey Questionnaire. 


As the first step in conducting the national assessment of the CLG Program the National Park Service 
developed and circulated two Questionnaires in January, 1990. One survey was distributed to State 
Historic Preservation Office CLG , the other was sent directly to the 465 Certified Local 
Governments for which current contact names and addresses were available (there were 532 CLGs when 
the survey was distributed), The SHPO CLG Coordinators Questionnaire asked about State Office staff 
participating in the program, training needs, issues, and characteristics of the CLGs in the State (staffing, 
commission membership, , and opinions on the strengths and weaknesses of the program. The 
SHPO CLG Questionnaire asked for data in a number of different categories including those relating to the 
community's preservation regulations and programs, CLG commission membership and staff, sources of 
information and training, funding, issues, and opinions on the CLG program. (Copies of both questionnaires 
with tabulated responses are included in Appendices A and B). 


The rate of response to both questionnaires was high. Two hundred and thirty six (236), or 51 percent, of 
the 465 CLGs which received questionnaires responded and 40, or 80 percent, of the States returned the 
survey. The number of respondents to both questionnaires is large enough to assure that meaningful 
conclusions could be drawn. The responses were analyzed through frequency analysis and cross- 
tabulations, no statistical tests (such as correlations) were performed on the data. 


Who Responded? 


Responses were received from CLGs in every State except three, Hawaii (1 CLG), New Mexico (4 CLGs), 
and North Dakota (2 CLGs), A ay RAL 2, PAD DR EL 
yo pat ty pe ey median population of the respondents is 30,000. When broken 

Sart Corie honors, the responses are relatively evenly spread across the country. In terms of National 
Park Service the geographic distribution of the responses roughly mirrors the distribution of CLGs 
throughout the various regions (see Table 1, below). Eighty-four percent of the respondent communities 
received CLG status in 1985, 1986, or 1987. 


TABLE 1: Geographic Distribution of CLG Survey Respondents By NPS Region 


>1% >1% 
al 14% 15% 
Rocky Mountain 36% 39% 
Mid-Atlantic 27% 24% 
Southeast 22% 21% 
Total 100% 100% 


Note: For the purposes of the National Register Programs, NPS has divided the nation into 
the five regions listed above Appendix C lists the States contained within each region. 


Although it would be logical to expect a greater response from those CLGs with paid professional staff than 
those with no paid professional staff, this turned out to be true only to a limited extent and does not make 
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the survey unrepresentative. Seventy-two percent of the CLG respondents (169 of 236) report having a CLG 
commission with paid professional staff (part-time or full-time) assigned to it, According to the responses 
to the CLG Coordinators questionnaire, 61 percent of CLG Commissions have paid professional staff 


if the CLG commission has a paid staffperson, it was this person who typically filled out the questionnaire 
Job titles of these respondents are most frequently planner or community development administrator or 
manager. In communities with no paid staff, the questionnaire was most frequently completed hy the 
chairperson of the local historic preservation commission or by the town clerk 
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ll. CERTIFIED LOCAL GOVERNMENTS-—-WHO THEY 
ARE AND WHAT THEY LOOK LIKE 


Are Certified Local Governments Small Towns or Large Cities? 


In terms of population, Certified Local Governments are predominantly small towns and cities (See 

Figure 1). Well over half of the responding CLGs have populations of 50,000 or less. This 's not unusual 
considering that the majority of general purpose governments in the United States are small towns. Larger 
communities, however, are also represented among CLGs. (Nine respondents did not provide information 


on population). 
° Sixty five, or 28 percent, of the responses from CLGs indicated that the CLG's population was 10,000 


inhabitants or less. 

e Thirty seven, or 16 percent, were from CLGs with a population of between 10,000 and 25,000. 

° Communities with between 25.000 and 50,000 inhabitants accounted for forty four responses, or 
19 percent of the total. 

° Sixty two, or 26 percent. of the responses to the survey were from CLGs with between 50,000 and 
250,000 residents. 

° Nineteen communities with populations over 250,000 responded to the survey. This represents 


8 percent of the total response. 


FIGURE 1: ARE CLGs SMALL TOWNS OR LARGE CITIES? Ae EREO em ean | 
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How many CLGs had already established an official governmental role in local historic preservation activities 
long before becorning certitied? For how many was CLG status the catalyst for establishing such a role? 
To shed light on these questions, respondents were asked to give the date when preservation regulations 
were first established in the community. For the purposes of this analysis, adopting local preservation 
regulations or a local ordinance is the threshold for establishing an official governmental role in local 


preservation. 


° On average, CLGs first adopted local preservation regulations in 1979, six years before the Certified 
Local Government program became operational. 


° Slightly more than 50 percent of the respondent CLGs had an official governmental role in local 
preservation at least 4 years before receiving CLG status. 


° Twenty percent of the respondent CLGs established local regulations during the same year in which 
they became CLGs. 


Why Do Local G is Participate in the CLG P . 


° Sixty-seven percent, or more than two thirds of the responding CLGs, cite the availability of CLG 
4 funds as an incentive or motivation fur their community to join the CLG Program. The next 
y mentioned reason (to form a link with the SHPO and become part of the CLG 

he is cited by only 14 percent of the respondents. 


What Kinds of P tion | CLGs Enacting? 


Federal regulations require CLGs to enforce appropriate State and local laws for the protection of historic 
resources. The survey questionnaire provided a list of nine features of local preservation ordinances 


FIGURE 2: WHAT PROVISIONS DO CLG PRESERVATION LAWS CONTAIN? (N= 230) 


Number of CLGs 


(establish local register, provide for designation/protection for archeological sites, apply to landmarks, apply 
to districts, authorize design review, prohibit demolition, delay demolition, require environmental impact 
assessment, provide for archeological review of land disturbing activities) and asked respondents to indicate 
which of these are implemented in their own community. (See Figure 2.) 


° The overwhelming majority of responding CLGs (86 percent) include a local register or list of 
designated historic properties as a feature of their preservation regulations. 


° Eighty percent indicate that the local ordinance permits designation of individual landmarks, slightly 
fewer (77 percent) report that the law provides for the designation of historic districts. Sixty nine 
percent (162) indicated that the ordinance applies both to landmarks and to districts. 


° A large number of respondents (72 percent) indicate that their !ocal preservation law authorizes 
architectural design review in historic districts. 


° Less than a third of the respondents (29 percent) indicated that the ordinance provides for a 
prohibition on demolition permits, whereas, almost two thirds (61 percent) have ordinances which 
allow for the delay of demolitions. 


° Forty-three percent of the respondent CLGs report that their local preservation regulations provide 
for designation/protection of archeological sites. It is not clear whether archeological sites are 
specifically mentioned in the language of the regulations as a separate category of resource and 
given special designation or protection, or whether respondents believe that archeological sites are 
covered like any other resource type. 


n -to- Ar ? 


Given that one of the five Federal requirements for certification is establishing a system for the survey and 
inventory of historic properties, respondents were asked about the extent of survey in their community. 


° Sixty-three percent of the respondents report maintaining a survey covering the entire community, 
whereas 33 percent indicate that their survey is limited to selected areas of the community (4 
percent did not answer this question). 


° Nineteen percent report including archeological sites in their survey. 


’ CLGs report that their surveys are current; almost half the respondents (46 percent) completed or 
updated their surveys in 1989 or 1990. Less than 30 percent have surveys that were completed or 
most recently updated in 1986 or before. 


n iv | Protection to Historic Properties? 
The most effective protection for historic properties is most frequently that which is applied at the local level. 
With this in mind, the survey questionnaire asked respondents to give a “ball park" estimate of the number 
of historic properties protected by local laws in their community. For the sake of simplicity, the survey 
questionnaire did not define protection, nor did it distinguish between individually designated properties and 
those in historic districts. 


° A large number of CLGs, 85 percent, report that at least one historic property in their community 
receives some measure of local protection. 


® The number of properties receiving local protection ranged from 1 to 9,000. 


° Most likely to protect properties locally are those CLGs with preservation regulations that include 
both landmark and district designation authority (75 percent of the 198 CLGs that provide local 
protection). 


° Thirty-one CLGs, or 13 percent of the respondents, do not offer historic properties local protection. 


Are CLGs Developing Historic Preservation Plans? 


Following the premise that having a historic preservation plan is an indication of the extent to which a 
preservation program can be proactive, and because NPS has been encouraging the development of 
preservation plans, the survey sought to determine how many CLGs have these. 


° Almost two-thirds of the respondents (65 percent) have either a separate preservation plan or a 
preservation element in their community's comprehensive plan. Thirty-three percent have no plan. 
(Two percent did not answer this question.) 


. Sixty-three percent of the CLGs with less than 10,000 population report having preservation plans 
which is exactly the same percentage of those CLGs with between 50,000 and 250,000 residents 
that have plans. Fifty-eight percent of the 19 CLGs with over 250,000 population have plans. 


. Seventy-one percent of the respondents with paid staff have preservation plans versus only 52 
perceit of those with no paid staff 


° Seventy-one percent of the CLGs with preservation regulations from before 1975 have preservation 
plans versus only 55 percent of those with regulations after 1985. 


Are Historic Preservation Concerns Integrated into Local Land Use Planning? 


As a measure of the extent to which historic preservation is integrated with local land use policies and 
regulations in CLG communities, respondents were asked whether or not there were links between 
preservation activities and concerns and the community's comprehensive plan, zoning ordinance, and 
building code. 


° Approximately two-thirds of the respondents answered affirmatively with regard to the 
comprehensive plan and the zoning ordinance (65 and 71 percent respectively). 
° Sixty-three percent reported that preservation concerns are coordinated with the community's 
building codes. 
r mmissions Have? 


CLG commission membership varies according to the size of the jurisdiction. The average number of 
members on CLG commissions is 8; the median is 7 members. (See Table 2, next page ) 


Federa regulations (36 CFR 61 5) require that CLGs appoint commission members trom the fields of 
prehistoric and historic archeology. architectural history, historic architecture, architecture, and history to 
the extent that representatives of these disciplines are available in the community Responses to the survey 
reveal that most commissions have few if any of these types of professionals as members 


Fewer than one-third of all the respondents indicated that their commission s membership included 
representatives of the fields of historic architecture, architectural history, or archeology (30. 29. and 


16 percent. respectively) 
Less than a fifth (16 percent) of the respondents have archeologists as members 


More than two-thirds (69 percent) of the responding CLGs have at least one architect on the 
commission and 63 percent count at least one historian as a member 


Commissions in CLGs with populations of 10,000 or less are less likely to have an architect and/or 
an historian as members than are CLG commissions in larger towns (greater than 10,000 
population) Fifty-nine percent of the small town CLGs (66 respondents with 10.000 or less 
population) report having no architect on the commission. an equal percentage have no historian 


Given the scarcity of Federally qualified professionals on CLG commissions, what is the membership of 
commissions? a ae single category of membership on commissions 


indicate that training opportunities are available, however. the survey did not attempt to determine whether 
oF Not Commission members actually participate in training opportunities (many States require CLG 
commission members to atiend a minimum number of training workshops) 


Ninety percent of the respondents report that training in historic preservation is available trom a 
variety of sources 


The greatest number of respondents cite the State Historic Preservation Office as the provider of 
training opportunities, a local staliperson/agency was the next most frequently cited provider 


° Virtually all of the CLGs (99 percent) repon receiving information on historic preservation from the 
State Historic Preservation Office. more than three-quarters from the National Trust for Historic 


Preservation Law (presumably from the Center's “Preservation Law Updates.” published on a bi- 


CLG commissions are made up of volunteer members, therefore. the availability of paid professional (non. 
Clerical) staff is often a critical factor in the ability of the commission to accomplish its purpose The survey 
Questionnaire asked respondents whether or not their commission had paid professional staff assigned to 
a For the sake of simplicity, paid professional staff was defined only as paid. non clerical staff 


° More than two-thirds of the responding CLGs (or 72 percent) have paid. non-clerical staff assigned 
to their commission 


° More than one-fourth of the responding CLGs (28 percent) have one or more full time stafipersons 
working for the commission 
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TABLE 3: CLG Commissions with Paid Staff 


4% 


TO.00 or iss 


10,001 26.000 68% 
25,001 -60,000 84% 
50.001 -260,00 4% 
Greater than 260,000 100% 


. Forty-three percent have a part-time professional staff person working for them 


° Of those with part-time staff, the majority (63 percent) have a staff person spending less than 25 
percent of their time on the business of the commission 


° eae 
see 


FIGURE 4 CLG COMMISSIONS WITH FULL TIME, PARTTIME, AND NO STAFF (N= 234) 


Responses to the State CLG Coordinators survey confirm what the responding CLGs say about the 
administrative location of CLG commission staff 


’ The majority of the staff persons assigned to CLG commissions, 61 perceri, work in the local 
government's planning department 


° The remainder work either for the community development agency or for another government 
agency (mayor's office. zoning board. etc ) 


Neither the CLG questionnaire nor the CLG Coordinators questionnaire attempted to determine the 
professional qualifications of those who staff CLG commissions 


group preservation 
in a large majority of communities with 10,000 
one private preservation organization 


As @ measure of the degree to which CLG commissions are integrated into the local 
Ce tee Ry oat tye ee 


° Respondents most frequently cited the local legislative body (83 percent). followed by the planning 
depariment (79 percent), the historical society (68 percent), and the mayor's office (61 percent) 


° Less frequently cited were the local government's legal staff (53 percent), neighborhood groups (50 
percent), and the zoning board (49 percent) 


° Larger communities do not cite a consistently fewer or greater number of organizations than do 
smaller communities Similarly, commissions with paid professional staff cite no greater or no fewer 
working relationships than those without staff 


Respondents were asked to indicate how often they apply to the State Historic Preservation Office for CLG 
subgrant funds The answers reveal a level of activity among CLGs as measured by the extent to 
ap p By de not answer this question) Respondents also indicated how 
many subgrants they had received 


° More than two-thirds (69 percent) of the CLGs apply for CLG subgrants every year 


Fifteen percent apply for funds every other year 


Thirteen percent apply for funds less than every other year (including those that have never sought 
CLG funding). 


CLGs report average in total since becoming a CLG Thus, on 
average, a A FAD subgrant for each year in the program (average 
year of ( Certification is 1986) 
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lil. STATES AND THE CLG PROGRAM 


Federal regulations the Certified Local Government Program give wide latitude to SHPOs in 
ee ee ore Each State preservation program develops its own 


application procedures _ As a result, the national CLG Program is 
made sel fay Oiiorort Be State CLG programs. ‘Tome responded to the SHPO CLG Coordinators 

survey questionnaire 
oony capes ee GS is the way in which it is staffed in each State Historic Preservation Office. 
each SHPO, a "CLG is designated as the primary liaison between participating local 


and the State Office. The survey asked for information on a number of staffing issues 
how much time the CLG Coordinator and others in the Office devote to the Program, and the 
tenure of the person as CLG Coordinator 


Frequent turnover among SHPO CLG Coordinators is an issue that has been frequently raised) CLG 
Coordinators were asked how long they had been in their current position The responses clearly show that 
turnover among CLG Coordinators does not appear to be an issue 


Seventy percent of the respondents indicated that they had been the State's CLG Coordinator for 
2 of more years 


Seven respondents (17 percent) indicated that they had been in the position for less than 1 year. 
Five ¢/ these seven new Coordinators, however, were preceeded by a stafiperson with 2 or more 


years tenure in the position 
e Twenty eight (70 percent) of the respondents either had no predecessor because they were (he 
—_——— or they were preceeded by a stafiperson with 2 or more years on the 


Given that most SHPO CLG Coordinators do not work exclusively in the program area but often are 
assigned tasks in other areas, Coordinators were asked to specify the percentage of their time spent on the 


CLG Program. 


Eleven, or 28 percent, of the responderis spend 20 percent or less of their time on the CLG Program 
(See Figure 6) 


Twelve, or 30 percent, spend between 20 and 60 percent of their time on the Program 
Ten respondents, or 25 percent, give CLGs between 80 and 100 percent of their time 


CLG Coordinators who do not spend 100 percent of their time on CLGs have a wide range of other 

responsibilities. in a number of States the CLG Coordinator's time is devoted to workin with local 

ee 
framework 


° The most frequen'ly cited adjunct duties are in the grants administration and planning program areas 
(16 and 14 respondents respectively). 


e Some CLG Coordinators in States with relatively few CLGs, report ing 80 to 100 percent of 
oe ee Se ange. and, conversely, other respondents from States with more CLGs spend 


Number of CLG Coordinators 
= 


CLG Coordinators were also asked to indicate how the time they spend on the CLG Program is distributed 
among a variety of activities (see Table 4, below). 


No consistent patterns emerge between the amount of time spent on any one of these activities and the 
total number of CLGs in the respondent's State. Similarly, fulltime CLG Coordinators do not apportion their 


- time among these categories in a consistently different manner than do Coordinators who spend less 


The question on the amount of time CLG Coordinators devote to the program was not intended and should 
not be interpreted as a measure of the total amount of time SHPOs commit to their CLGs. The CLG 
Program cuts across and involves a wide of preservation activities. Consequently, the expertise of 
a single staffperson cannot always satisfy the ‘s demands and almost all SHPOs dedicate time of 
staff other than the CLG Coordinator to the Program. 

. 


Typically an average of 2 other SHPO staff participate in the administration of the CLG Program. 
Among these other staff are grants ma (in 23, or 58 percent, of the States), National Register 


= (in 12, of 30 percent), and /Planning coordinators (in 10, or 25 percent of the 


The time devoted to the CLG Program by other staff is limited in most States to well under 25 
percent of the individual staffperson’s time. 


° Thirty, or 75 percent, of the Coordinators report having received training on the CLG Program, local 
government organization, or a similar preservation or administrative topic. Coordinators received 
training from several sources. (See next paragraph). 


° The largest number of those receiving training participated either in the series of four regional NPS 
Local Preservation Workshops held in 1987 or in the NPS Local Preservation Laboratory Workshops 
run by the National Trust's National Main Street Center in 1988. 


e Ten Coordinators, or 25 percent, had not received any training: these are primarily new Coordinators 
who have not yet had the opportunity to attend workshops or other training 


CLG Coordinators were asked to rank 6 potential training topics in the order of usefulness to them in their 
work with local governments. 


° No single topic emerged as the most useful for all respondents. Three topics received the highest 
average ranking of 3 (out of a scale of 1 (most beneficial) to 7 (least beneficial) Coordinators 
indicated that training in developing local preservation programs. local land use planning, zoning, 
and other regulatory processes, and local design review would be most useful 


° Coordinators with one year or less on the job ranked training in the administration of the program 
significantly higher than did the more experienced Coordinators Similarly, the latter ranked training 


in design review processes and in developing local preservation programs more highly than did the 
new Coordinators 
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From a list of 10 potential sources of technical information, State CLG Coordinato. s were asked to indicate 
the three from which they received information most frequently. 


e The National Park Service, the National Center for Preservation Law (presumably “Preservation Law 
Update"), and other SHPOs/National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers received 


the greatest number of responses. 


How Frequently Do States Fund Their CLGs? 


Another important distinction between State CLG Programs is how frequently they fund individual CLGs. 
The survey addressed this matter by asking Cocrdinators to report on how many CLGs in their State receive 
CLG subgrant funds every fiscal year, every other fiscal year, or less than every other fiscal year. 


° The cumulative number of participating local governments receiving CLG subgrant funds on an 
annual basis is 244, or 50 percent of the 486 CLGs in the responding States; 138 CLGs (28 percent) 
are reported to receive funds every other fiscal year and 101 (22 percent) less than every other year. 


e Thirteen States, or one-third of the respondents, report that 100 percent of their CLGs receive 
funding every fiscal year. Included within this group are both States with only 1 or 2 CLGs as well 
as some with 10 or more. 


How Large Are State CLG Subgrant Awards?’ 

CLG Coordinators were asked to give the range from smallest to largest, on average, of the CLG subgrant 
awards in their State. 

° States report awarding subgrants to CLGs in amounts ranging from $500 to $60,000. 


° The average of the amounts reported by States at the lower end of the range is $3,500, and $21,100 
at the upper end of the range. 


e In States with fewer than 5 CLGs (7 States) the average grant awards range from $10,400 to $27,400 
a eS eS ee ranges from $1,500 to 
14,800. 


In States with more than 5 and fewer than 20 CLGs (26 States) average grant awards range from 
$2,200 to $21,000. 


‘although the survey did not address the issue, it is nonetheless interesting to note that a 
number of States do, in fact, distribute to CLGs more than the required 10 percent of their Historic 
Preservation Fund appropriation. Data gathered by the NPS Southeast Regional Office, for example, 

7 of that region exceeded the minimum pass-through requirement in Fiscal 
Year 1989. The amount of extra funds passed on to CLGs ranged from a low of several hundred dollars 
State. Most of these States regularly pass-through 
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What Types of Projects Do States Fund Through Their CLGs? 


From a list of 12 categories of grant 4 States were asked to indicate the three most frequent types 
of CLG subgrant projects in their State. of most frequent projects is relatively narrow and reflects 
the traditional preservation activities tunded wr tate Historic Preservation Offices over the years. (See 


Figure 7.) 


° Survey & Inventory, Public Education, and National Register Nominations are reported as the most 
frequent types of CLG subgrant projects. 


° eoes erates 8 involving State and Local Nominations, Review and Preparation of Building Plans 
8 Seectications, and Oral History were not cited as the most frequent CLG subgrant projects in any 


State. 
e There are no consistent differences in the types of subgrant projects funded between States which 
fund all their CLGs annually and those that fund only a few of their CLGs each year. 


FIGURE 7: MOST FREQUENTLY FUNDED CLG SUBGRANT PROJECTS 
AS REPORTED BY STATES (N= 40) 


Planning (13%) 
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APPENDIX A: CLG ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRE FOR CLGs 


This 6 page questionnaire was sent to the 465 CLGs for which the National Park Service 
had contact names and addresses. Responses were received from 236 CLGs, or 51 
percent. The responses have been tabulated and are shown in bold. 


National Park Service 
Interagency Resources Division 


CLG ASSESSMENT 
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR CERTIFIED LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 


In the six years since the Federal regulations for the Certified Local Government (CLG) program were 
published and the program became operational, over 500 local governments in all fifty States have been 
certified under State procedures approved by the National Park Service (NPS). Although both NPS and 
State Historic Preservation Offices maintain information on certain aspects of the program, this data is 
limited. In preparation for an assessment of the national CLG program, NPS has developed this 
questionnaire to draw a more detailed picture of the effectiveness of this program than can be drawn 
from existing data and to assess future needs. Completing it should take no longer than 15-20 minutes 
- will not require se, files or —— oy ra data. This should be Shed oat Dy the siafl 


program, We appreciete your time ond effort and thank you in advance. Please return it to the eddrees 
shown on the last page by February 28, 1990. 


State: RESPONSES WERE RECEIVED FROM EVERY STATE EXCEPT HI, ND, NM 
Local Government: 
Population of CLG Jurisdiction: AVERAGE POP. 90,404/MEDIAN POP. 30,000 
erson Completing 


This Form: 
TunPeaien 
Phone Number: 


PRESERVATION IN THE COMMUNITY 


1. a. When were local preservation regulations first established in the community? 
Average 1979/Median 1981 (Year) 


b. When was CLG status received? Average 1986/Median 1986 (Year) 
1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 
62/26%  88/37% 48/21% 29/12%  9/4% 


2. Check all of, the following features of local preservation regulations that are implemented in your 
community. ' 


' Percentages are based on the total number of responses (236). Percentages do not sum to 100% 
where respondents were asked to check multiple blanks. 


Al 


202/86% Establish a local register oy list of designated historic properties 
102/43% _— Provide for designation/protection of archeological sites 
190/83% Apply to individual buildings/sites (landmarks) 
183/76% Apply to neighborhoods (districts) 
172/73% Authorize architectural design review in historic districts 
67/28% Prohibit demolition 
146/62% Delay demolition 
38/16% Require an environmental impact assessment 
33/14% Provide for archeological review of land disturbing activities 
33/14% Other (Specify) 


3. Does your community have an official record or inventory of identified and evaluated historic 
properties in the community? 


216/92% Yes 20/8% No 


4. a. Wha: is the extent of the historic properties survey in your community? (Check blanks that apply.)' 


2/01% No survey 148/63% | Communitywide in scope 
46/19% Includes archeological sites 77/33% Limited to selected areas 


4. b. When was the historic properties survey in your community conducted or last updated? 
Average 1987/Median 1988 (Year) 


5. Approximately how many historic properties, if any, receive some measure of protection under local 
laws? Enter approximate numbers. 


____ Number of properties (buildings, structures, sites, objects) 
200/85% Respondents indicated at least one property receives local protection. 
Average number of locaily-protected properties 533, Range 1-9,000 


____ None 31/13% Respondents indicated that no properties receive local protection. 
Blank 5/02% Respondents did not answer this question. 


6. Is there an overall historic preservation plan in your community (encompassing a comprehensive 
preservation program as opposed to designation and review mechanisms alone) or a preservation 
element in the comprehensive plan? 

154/65% Currently in existence as: 78/33% No plan 


119/50% Preservation element in comprehensive plan 
54/23% Separate plan 


Note: Some respondents listed both a preservation element and a separate plan. Four 
respondents clic not answer this question. 


7. Are historic »yeservation activities and/or concerns linked to or coordinated with the community's: 


Comprehensive plan? Zoning ordinance? Building codes? 
153/65% Yes 168/71% Yes 148/63% Yes 
67/28% No §2/22% No 88/37% No (or blank) 
16/ 7% Blank 16/ 7% Blank 
A2 


amie Go GAS CEmaER wis aie nae) eraprinatiane @ qagneiee the comune, 0 any, 
31/13% No other agencies besides CLG commission 
161/77% Private preservation organizations (specify) 


Average number of . for those listing organizations is 2. (55 respondents 
list 0, 107 listed 1, 46 2, 17 listed 3, 11 listed more than 3) 


76/34% Other government agencies (specify) 


Average number of other agencies, for those listing other agencies is 1. 
(154 respondents list 0, 60 list 1, 16 list 2, 6 list more than 2) 


a How many members does your CLG commission have? Average 8/Median 7 


b. Federal regulations for the CLG program encourage CLG commissions to be composed of 
professional members in the following disciplines to the extent available in the community How 
number in the blank at the right to indicate the number of members in each profession as 
appropriate or check not sure 


Federally Encouraged Disciplines Number 

Respondents indicating at least 1 Respondents indicating no members in discipline 
commission member in discipline 

163/69% Architecture 73/31% 

148/63% History 66/37% 

70/30% Historic Architecture 166/70% 

686/29% Architectural History 1686/71% 

38/16% Archeology 198/84% 


¢ Do members of your CLG -ommission represent any other professions or interests? | 


Other Disciplines and interests Number 

Respondents indicating at least | Respondents indicating no members in discipline 
commission member in discipline 

172/73% Neighborhood residents 64/27% 

139/59% Other (specify) 97/41% 

125/53% Business 111/47% 

100/42% Real Estate 136/58% 

99/42% Law 137/58% 

60/25% Urban Planning 176/75% 


On the average. how long do members serve on the CLG commission? 


217/92%2 or more years 
17/ 7% Between | and 2 years 
0/ 0% Less than | year 


11 From what sources does the Commission get information on historic preservation matters? ' 
234/99% State Historic Preservation Office 


1986/64% National Trust for Historic Preservation 
186/79% National Park Service 

160/68% National Center for Preservation Law 

120/51% Statewide Non-profit Preservation Organization 
107/46% National Alliance of Preservation Commissions 
60 Other (specify) 


12. |s training in historic preservation-related subjects available for CLG commission members? If so. 
trom whom? 


200/00% Yes, from 


13 Does your CLG commission have paid professional (non-clerical) staff assigned to it? 


169/72% Yes 

65/286% Full-time stafiperson 

102/43% Part-time stafiperson (indicate approximate % of time Avg 28%/Med 25%) 
(2 Respondents did not specify part-time or full-time) 

61/27% No paid professional staff 

2 Respondents did not answer this question. 


14 If the CLG commission has paid staff where is it administratively located? ' 


103/61% Planning department 
29/17% Other government agency (Specify) 
pa Community development agency 


carers Historical society 
01/>1% Parks department 


169/100% Total number of CLGs with paid staff 


15. With which of the following organizations does the CLG commission have an active working 


AA 


PY 


164/63% City/county council 64/20% Chamber of Commerce 
1 Historical society eaie% wn a 
137/61% Mayor's Office 40/18% Merchants 


an /county legal staft 40/16% Other ( 


1S, © Sheep Gesering 6 CAG, New Coquanty tan Ge commumty GuaEs Oe SOU te CLS 


year 
16% Every other year 
31/13% Less than every other year 
6 Respondents did not answer this question. 
b. Since joining the CLG program, how many CLG subgrants has the community received?’ 


Average 3/Median 3 Respondents Number of Subgrants 


17 Please briefly describe (one sentenc. or less) projects in your community funded through CLG 


18 From which other sources, i any, does the commission receive funding on a regular basis? (Please 
give approximate % of Commission's total operating budget) 


list and 
Source % of Total Operating Budget 


(Responses to this question are inconclusive. A large number of respondents misinterpreted what 


19. Since joining the CLG program, have any of the following become issues in your community Check 
all that apply and briefly (no more than two sentences) describe the nature of the issue or any solution 
you may have develor ed 


a §7/24% Preparing reports /recommendations for SHPO on National Register nominations 
Nature of issue /solution 


b 34/14% — See 0 ale Se pay ae 


| ™ local review 
o 74/3 ranerge naa: design process 


d 60/37% ORES CD CED EES CED GENES GOs 
Nature of issue/solution 


@ 76/32% Getting training for CLG commission members 
Nature of issue/solution 


Having your program formally evaluated by the SHPO 
Nature of the issue/solution 


Q@ 48/20% Getting technical assistance when you need it 
Nature of issue /solution 


h 70/30% Getting CLG subgrant funding for projects considered important in your community 
Nature of problem /solution 


i 20/12% Other. 
Nature of the issue /solution 


20 What incentive or motivation did your community have for joining the CLG program? 


1 21/ o% 


24/10% 


21 From your experience with the CLG program in your community, what are its greatest strengths? 


Funding 95/40% 
Link/Network with CLGs/SHPO 67/28% 
Increased Credibility 39/ 16% 
Public Education/Awareness 30/13% 


22 What are the program's greatest weaknesses? 


70/30% 
§3/22% 
486/20% 
25/11% 
24/10% 
Thank you for ee this questionnaire Please mail it to 
National Park Service 
Resources Division 413 
PO 37127 
Washington, 0.C 20013-7127 


APPENDIX 8: CLG QUESTIONNAIRE FOR SHPO CLG COORDINATORS 


Interagency Resources Division 


CLG ASSESSMENT 
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR SHPO CLG COORDINATORS 


ceiioarh Gal Oo pagum Cees ey Co CUES ene Gommnen 6) papen eae 


published and the program became operational, over 500 local in all fifty have been 
certitied under State procedures approved by the National Park (NPS). Although both NPS and 
State Historic Preservation Offices information on certain aspects of the program, this data is 


trom data Completing the questionnaire should take no longer than 15-20 minutes and will not 
We appreciate your time aod effort and thank you in 
advance Please return it to the address shown on the last page by February 28. 1990 


STATE OFFICE STAFFING 
1. What percentage of your time do you spend on the CLG program? 


(Please circle one) 
lessthan 10 8610-20 2040 4060 60-60 80-100 
4/10% 11/28% 6/15% 6/15% 3/6% 7/18% 


What are your other program areas of responsibility (Grants. 
Survey, National Register, etc ) # any? 


3 Respondents did not answer this question. 


2. How many other people in the SHPO office participate in the administration of the CLG Program? 
Please list job titles, the ways in which they participate in the CLG program, and the approximate 
percentage of their time 

Job Title Type of participation and % of time 


On average, two other SHPO staff participate. Number of additional staff participating is 0-4. 


Only 4 States reported no other staff participation. 
3. How is the time you spend on the CLG program distributed? (Please provide approximate 
percentages Total should equal 100% of the time you spend on the CLG program.) 
Average Range 
Providing technical assistance 29% 5-75% 
Subgrant administration 23% 0-865% 
Promoting participation in the program 17% 1-50% 
Monitoring CLG activities 13% 0-50% 
Evaluating CLGs 9% 0-30% 
certification applications 6% 0-40% 


28 2 of more years 
7/17% Less than | year 
6/13% Between 1 and 2 years 


9/23% Between | and 2 years 
3/08% Less than | year 
6. In the space at the right below. ee ee oy Come ee may have had 


working (as a volunteer or a professional) with or for local governments in suagralian @ a related field 
prior to becoming CLG coordinator fap taeda & Gn Wh Gn ld amaust d One yan wun tated 


with local governments (aggregate total time) 


Description 
14/35% 2 of more years 
20/50% None (includes those who mention experience as SHPO staff). 
3/ & Less than 1 year 
2/ 5% Between 1 & 2 years 


1 Respondent did not answer this question. 


7 As CLG Coordinator have you received training on the CLG program. local government organization. 
Of a similar preservation or administrative topic? 


30/75% Yes (specify kind of training and who provided it) 
168 NPS, 10 NTHP, 5 OTHER, 4 NCSHPO, 2 SHPO 


OE 


8. In which of the following areas would training be most beneficial to you in your work with CLGs? 
Please rank in order of most beneficial (1) to least (7). 


Developing local preservation programs (goal setting, board devi, etc ) 
Local land use planning and zoning and other regulatory processes 

Local design review processes 

Other (specify) 

Legal and organizational framework of local governments in the State (State enabling laws, home 
rule provisions, etc ) 

Administering the CLG program 

Local archeological 


or each area, average ranking was calculated by summing all the rankings and dividing the total 
number of responses for the respective area.) 
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9. Please check the blank next to the three most frequent sources from which you receive technical 
information relating to your work with local governments? 


37/93% National Park Service 

30/75% National Center for Preservation Law 

18/45% Other SHPOs/NCSHPO 

17/43% National Trust for Historic Preservation 
10/25% National Alliance of Preservation Commissions 
3/ 8% Other (specify) 

2/ 5% American Planning Association /State Chapters 
1/ 3% State Municipal League 

0 American institute of Architects /State Chapters 
0 American Association of State and Local History 
ISSUES 


10. Which of the following have you identified as problematic issues in administering the CLG program? 
Check those that have been or currently are an issue in your State For any identified problems or 
issues please briefly describe any successful approaches you or your CLGs have used to address them 


a. 12/30% Lack of or minimal participation by CLGs in the National Register process 
b. 26/63% Design review at the local level 
Solution 


C. 30/75% Difficulty in getting professionally qualified (as per 36 CFR 61) members appointed or 
reappointed to CLG Commissions 


d. 20/60% Difficulty in obtaining/providing training for CLG commissions 


@ 16/38% Difficulty in obtaining quality CLG subgrant applications that meet SHPO State priorities or 


' 6/15% Lack of cooperation by CLGs in the CLG evaluation process 


g 16/40% Other 
Solution 


CHARACTERISTICS OF CLGs 


11. a How many communities in your State have historic preservation commissions? 
Total of all respondents = 1418. Average 35/Range 2-150 


b. How many CLGs are there in your State? Total of all respondents = 486. 
Average 12/Range 1-44 


c. Of these, how many have commissions with a majority of professional members (as defined by 
36 CFR 61)? Average 2/Range 0-11 


d. How many CLGs in your State have commissions with no professional members (as defined by 
36 CFR 61)? Average 3/Range 0-24 


12. In which disciplines is there a shortage of professionals on CLG commissions? (Check as many as 
necessary ) 


Disciplines required by 36 CFR 61 
Historical archeology 


13. How many CLG commissions in your State have paid professional (non-clerical) staff? 


# of CLGs in State 

# of Professional Staft 

None 190/39% 
Less than half-time staffperson 156/32% 
Half-time or greater staffperson 106 /22% 
More than 1 staffperson 34/ 7% 
Total (total # of CLGs in your State) 486 

B4 


14, Of the CLG commissions in your State with paid staff, generally in which organizational branch of the 
local government does the staff reside? 


# of CL.Gs in State 

Administrative Location of Staff 
Planning 200/71% 

preservation commission/landmarks board oo 

‘ 

na Government Agency 13/ 4% 
Historical Society 10/ 3% 
Other 7/ ™ 
Mayor's Office 7/ 2% 
Parks/Recreation Dept 3/ 1% 
Total 293 (CLGs with paid staff) 


15. Please indicate how often, on average. individual CLGs in your State receive HPF pass-through 


State 
Survey & Inventory 35/28% Staft/office support 7/5% 
Public education (video/slide Archeology 3/3% 
shows, brochures, talks) 23/19% Training 2/2% 
N.R. Nominations 23/18% Other 1/1% 
Planning 15/15% State/Local Nominations 0 
Design guidelines 11/10% Bidg. Plans & Specs 0 
Oral history 0 


3/ 


OPINIONS 
18. In your opinion, what are the greatest strengths of the CLG program in your State? 


13/37% 
_ local pres. activity 12/34% 


Networting bung 10/29% 
constituencies 9/26% 
staff 6/17% 


/credibility /prestige 6/17% 
/establish local programs 4/11% 


No response 2/ 6% 
19. What are its greatest weaknesses in your State? 

Limited SHPO staff/time/skilis 11/31% 
Limited /incentives 9/26% 
Low level of interest/resistence 9/26% 
Limited local staff/skills 8/23% 
Other 7/20% 
Lack of coordination b'ween SHPO/ 

local governments 6/17% 
Regulations/administrative burdens 6/17% 
No response 1/ 3% 


Ne ee ee a Oe 
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Funding (allocation, elegibility, match) 13/37% 
Increase flexibility/simplify 8/23% 
No response 8/23% 
Other 6/17% 
Skills requirement (increase/broaden, 

decrease) 3/ 9% 
increase/broaden training 2/ 6% 
No changes 2/ 6% 


Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. 
Please return it to: 
National Park Service 
Interagency Resources Division 413 
P.O. Box 37127 
Washington, D.C. 20013-7127 
Attn: Stephen Morris 


if you have any questions or need clarification, please call Stephen Morris at (202) 343-9505. (1/31/90) 


interagency Resources Division 


National Park Service 


APPENDIX C: LIST OF CERTIFIED LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 
HIGHLIGHTING RESPONDENTS TO CLG ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 


List of Certified Local Governments (CLGs) 


Western Region (88) 
Arizona (11) 
Bisbee (03/17/89) 
Florence (09/12/85) 
Globe (08/25/86) 
Jerome (01/17/86) 
**Kingman (09/29/86) 
**Phoenix (04/28/88) 
**Prescott (01/03/86) 
Tucson (03/06/90) 
Willcox (09/24/85) 
Williams (09/11/86) 
**Yuma (02/11/86) 
California (14) 
Alameda (12/19/86) 
Carisbad (02/12/88) 
Escondido (11/30/89) 
Glendale (02/12/88) 
Los Gatos (07/25/90) 
Napa (02/12/88) 
Oakland (12/19/86) 
**Pasadena (09/30/86) 
**San Diego (09/30/86) 
San County (01/05/89) 
**Santa Clara (11/14/86) 
Santa Cruz County (11/14/86) 
Saratoga (10/06/88) 
Yolo County (01/30/89) 


as of 7/30/90 


Hawaii (1) 
Kauai County (03/04/87) 
Idaho (28) 
**Ada County (12/13/88) 
American Falls (05/12/87) 
**Boise City (08/25 /86) 
Sembrid 06/03/87 
Gertoou Rounty (12/13/88) 
Elmore (03/08 /88) 
Franklin County (02/07/89) 
Gem County (06/30/87) 
Hagerman (03/31/87) 
idaho City (06/19/87) 
**idaho Falls (06/30/87) 
** Jerome (03/03/87) 
Ketchum (11/20/89) 
Kootenai County (09/26/85) 
**Latah County (05/12/87) 
Lava Hot Springs = (06/30/87) 
Nampa (03/08/88) 
**(Parma--since decertified] 
Owyhee County (03/31/87) 
Placerville (05/12/67) 
Pocatello (08/02/85) 
Power County (05/12/87) 
Priest River (11/13/87) 
Stanley (11/13/87) 
**Twin Falls County (03/03/87) 
Valley County (09/11/87) 


Western Region (88) continued 

idaho (28) continued 

**Washington County /19/87) 

**Weiser /19/87) 

Nevada (3) 

**Carson City (04/28/87) 
Lyon County (10/09/86) 
Storey County (07/03/86) 

“igen 

(02/07/89) 

Clackamas County (07/22/87) 
Deschutes County (09/30/86) 
**Douglas County (07/03/86) 
“Eugene (08/03/88) 
Jacksonville (09/11/86) 

**Oregon City (02/21/86) 

**Roseburg (01/16/87) 

**Salem mpytey 

31/89 
Yorall County (11/03/88) 

Washington (20) 

**Bothell (12/16/87) 

**Centralia (01/23/87) 
Chehalis (01/23/87) 
oy (03/17/89) 

**Clark (04/30/86) 
Everett (12/16/87) 
Kennewick (01/24/89) 
King County (01/20/88) 
Lacey (12/19/86) 

**Longview (01/20/88) 

**Olympia (02/27/86) 

**Pierce County (04/28/86) 

**Seattle (06/03/87) 

**Spokane (02/04/86) 
Spokane County (02/12/86) 

**Steilacoom (04/03/86) 

**Tacoma (10/16/87) 

**Thurston County (04/10/86) 

**Vancouver (12/19/86) 
Yelm (01/20/88) 

Alaska Region (4) 

Alaska (4) 

Dillingham (03/16/90) 


**Juneau City/Borough (09/10/87) 


Matanuska-Susitna 


(06/08/87) 


North Slope Borough (04/20/87) 


Southeast Region (125) 


Alabama(5) 
**Huntsville 


(02/28/86) 
11/25/85) 
11/29/86) 

/03/87) 

(01/06/86) 


(04/21/88) 
(09/05/86) 
(09/30/86) 


(11/10/86) 


(08/26/87) 


(03/30/87) 
(03/29/88) 


(03/13/85) 
(10/06/87) 
(03/13/85) 
(04/24/87) 
(03/02/88) 
(03/30/89) 
(08/07/85) 
(02/21/90) 
(03/13/85) 
(02/02/88) 
(12/27/88) 
(09/11 /86) 
(12/19/86) 
(02/14/90) 
(12/05/88) 
(04/02/85) 
(11/26/85) 
(10/04/89) 
(03/13/85) 
(03/23/88) 
(06/24/88) 
(04/13/90) 


ee 


Southeast Region (125) continued 


Georgia (24) (continued) 
Valdosta 


**Winder 


Kentucky (16) 
**Bardstown 


**Pascagoula 
**Vicksburg 


North Carolina (24) 
**Alamance County 


(03/13/85) 
(04/02/87) 


(01/29/86) 


(06/24/88) 


(09/03/86) 
(04/30/90) 
(09/08/86) 
(09/19/85) 
(08/30/85) 
(11/09/89) 


(04/14/88) 
(09/07/88) 
(10/22/89) 
(02/07/89) 
(09/26/88) 
(02/22/88) 
(08/31/88) 
(11/13/85) 


(08/31/89) 
(06/11/86) 
(06/10/86) 
(06/10/86) 
(05/18/88) 
(04/09/87) 
(08/12/86) 
(08/31/88, 
(05/02/88 


(05/22/87) 
(06/13/88) 
(02/22/90) 
(06/07/85) 
(06/07/85) 
(07/16/85) 
(09/02/86) 


(05/31/85) 
(01/07/87) 
(07/10/87) 
(01/07/87) 
(12/08/88) 
(05/12/87) 
(08/28/89) 
(01/07/87) 
(01/18/90) 
(09/04/85) 


**Greensboro 
Greenville 

**Hickory 
Kernersville 


Mecklenburg County 


Monroe 
**Morganton 
New Bern 
Oxford/Granville 
County 
**Raleigh 


Transylvania County 


**Wilmington 
**Wilson 
Winston-Salem 


South Carolina (10) 
Anderson 
Charleston 

**Cheraw 

**Chester 
Columbia 
Fort Mill 
Greenville 
Horry County 
Mt. Pleasant 
Rock Hill 


Tennessee (11) 
Chattanooga 
**Clarksville 
Covington 
Franklin 
**Greenville 
Jackson 
Kingsport 
**Knoxville 
**Memphis 


Montgomery County 


**Nashville/Davidson 
County 


(03/08/88) 
(02/08/90) 
(05/12/86) 
(08/22/85) 
(05/12/87) 
(03/10/86) 
(06/05/85) 
(01/24/90) 


(08/22/85) 
(12/23/87) 
(06/01 /89) 
(03/13/86) 
(03/31 /86) 
(06/26/85) 


(08/15/88) 
(02/03/86) 
(02/03/86) 
(06/07/88) 
(07/19/89) 
(09/16/88) 
(04/21/86) 
(11/13/87) 
(11/23/87) 
(07/10/89) 


(11/28/89) 
(06/07/85) 
(08/19/85) 
(05/25/90) 
(06/07/85) 
(06/26/85) 
(01/18/90) 
(08/05/85) 
(12/19/85) 
(06/07/85) 


(07/16/85) 


Mid-Atlantic Region (143) 


Connecticut (7) 
Bridgeport 
**East Hartford 

Guilford 
Killingly 
New Haven 
Westport 
Woodbury 


C3 


(08/04/86) 
(04/28/88) 
(06/21/90) 
(11/18/88) 
(08/17/89) 
(07/08/86) 
(04/03/90) 


Mid-Atlantic Region (143) continued 


Delaware (2) 


New Castle County 


**Wilmington 


Indiana (6) 

**Fort Wayne 
Huntington 
La Porte 


Nappanee 
**Saint Joseph County 


**South Bend 


Michigan (6) 
**Ann Arbor 
**Holland 
**Kalamazoo 
**Pontiac 
**Saline 


Washtenaw County 


(08/06/86) 
(09/30/86) 


(11/24/86) 
(05/22/90) 
(03/02/90) 
(03/02/90) 
(12/17/86) 
(12/17/86) 


(12/02/85) 
(02/09/90) 
(06/22/88) 
(01/07/86) 


(01/16/86) 
(10/07/85) 
(06/13/86) 
(10/07/85) 
(08/20/85) 
(09/18/85) 
(04/04/88) 
(08/06/85) 


(08/20/85) 
(08/19/85) 
(08/04/87) 


(08/12/85) 
(07/16/90) 
(09/26/88) 
(07/24/87) 
(08/19/85) 
(08/19/85) 
(08/19/85) 
(08/19/85) 
(08/03/87) 
(01/14/86) 
(08/19/85) 
(01/14/86) 


(11/27/85) 
(09/02/87) 
(05/07/86) 
(01 /30/86) 
(11/26/86) 
(06 /02 /86) 


New Hampshire (8) 
Concord 
** Derry 
Gilford 
**Goffstown 
** Jaffrey 
**Newington 
**Sanbornton 
Somersworth 


New Jersey (10) 
Camden 


Plainfield 
**Washington 
West Milford 


New York (23) 
**Buffalo 
Binghamton 
**Coxsackie 
Durham 
East Hampton 
'thaca 
Glen Cove 
**Kingston 
Lake Placid 
Lancaster 
North Elba 
**North Hempstead 
Penn Yan 


Ohio (12) 

**Aurora 

**Canal Winchester 

**Cleveland 
Columbus 
Hudson 
Lorain 


C4 


(07/26/89) 
(12/28/87) 
(07/26/89) 
(12/28/87) 
(12/28/87) 
(12/28/87) 
(12/30/87) 
(07/29/89) 


(12/08/86) 
(09/24/87) 
(09/24/87) 
(09/30/86) 
(09/30/86) 
(08/17/87) 
(08/22/88) 
(12/24/86) 
(09/24/87) 
(09/24/87) 


(10/02/87) 
(04/14/88) 
(06/07 /88) 
(06/29/90) 
(02/08/90) 
(10/10/86) 
(05/25/90) 
(10/23/86) 
(06/08/88) 
(10/20/86) 
(06/08/88) 
(05/10/88) 
(02/08/90) 
(10/25/86) 
(11/25/86) 
(06/09/89) 
(10/23/87) 
(05/12/89) 
(09/05/89) 
(10/10/86) 
(11/20/86) 
(05/08/90) 
(10/20/86) 


(08/10/87) 
(07/07/86) 
(03/14/86) 
(06/01 /87) 
(11/03/86) 
(03/31 /88) 


(12/30/87) 
(11/18/85) 
(01/30/69) 
(12/11/85) 
(11/18/85) 
(12/31/85) 
(03/14/86) 
(12/03/85) 
(12/31/85) 
(06 /02 /88) 
(12/31/85) 


(09/30/87) 
(06 /30 /88) 
(08/20/87) 
(08/20/87) 
(09/26 /89) 


(04/23/87) 
(09/11/87) 
(12/15/86) 
(12/07/87) 
(08/12/87) 


(01/05/87) 


(07/29/87) 
(05 /08 /87) 


(11/16/89) 


(10/29/85) 
(10/30/89) 
(10/18/85) 

/85) 


(02/10/86) 
(08 /26 /85) 


) 
5 


/12/87) 
(05 /05 /86) 
(12/21/87) 

/11/90) 

/10/87) 
(12/29/89) 
(06 /25 /86) 
(12/13/88) 
(01/11/90) 
(12/20/85) 
(05 /05 /86) 
(08 /03 /89) 
(01/10/90) 
(03/10/87) 
(08 /03 /89) 
(03/12/87) 
(05/24 /88) 
(11/20/86) 
(04/10/86) 
(03/21 /90) 
(03/12/87) 
(02/09/90) 
(05 /20 /86) 
(09/11/85) 


12/11/87) 
ee 
12/29/86) 


(02/06/89) 
(06/23/86) 
(08 /04 /89) 
(08/19/85) 


(10/21/86) 
(11/06/85) 
(06/13/90) 
(09/16/85) 
(03/29/90) 
(05/10/88) 
(01/30/86) 
(09/24/85) 
(02/04/87) 
(06/18/86) 
(02/06/87) 
(09/24/85) 
(05 /09/90) 
(01/29/88) 
(03/20/90) 


Missouri (14) 


Silver 
Carbon County 
Great Fatis 


; 


ele 


/03/87) 
/11/87) 
(12/01 /86) 


10/03/86) 
Rey 


(10/28/87) 
(07/31 /86) 
(06/16/66) 
(08/18/86) 
(06/21/89) 
(03/29/90) 
(04/27/89) 


(04/27/89) 
(08/18/86) 
(05/18/90) 
(04/20/88) 
(03/10/68) 


(09/17/85) 
(09/11/85) 


(11/14/86) 
(05/10/90) 
(11/14/86) 
(10/03/86) 
(03/10/88) 


(02 /07 /90) 
(11/21/89) 


(01/17/86) 
(06/26/85) 
(04/01 /68) 
(01/04/90) 
(02 /06 /89) 
(02 /06 /89) 


Rocky Mountain Region (226) 
continued 


South Dakota (13) 


/16/85) 


(12/ 12/88) 


(08/11/86) 
(02/10/86) 
(03/10/88) 
(09/12/86) 
(03/17/89) 
(01/31/86) 


(12/14/87) 
(03/31/87) 
(06/16/86) 
(06/19/86) 
(12/03/86) 
(06/22/89) 
(04/26/85) 
(02/28/90) 
(04/28/87) 
(05/13/85) 
(01/05/87) 
(04/26/85) 
(03/16/89) 
(04/26/85) 
(03/16/89) 
(02/09/90) 
(08/12/86) 
(04/26/85) 
(06/07 /89) 


(04/11/90) 
(07/24/86) 
(12/05/85) 
(11/22/85) 
(07/15/85) 
(06/05 /85) 
(04/15/85) 
(01/05/87) 
(10/03/86) 
(07/18/85) 
(11/15/88) 
(06/05/85) 
(05/06/87) 


(10/06/86) 
(09/25/87) 
(02/ 10/86) 
(10/03 /86) 
(04/27/88) 
(05/24/88) 


Rocky Mountain Region (226) 
cominued 


Wyoming (12) continued 
**Mills 


**Natrona Courtly 


(10/03/86) 
(07/16/86) 
(02/21/89) 
(05 /04 /68) 
(02/10/86) 
(02/21 /89) 


